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work-related stress like in ERI item non-response normally is not negligible. How did the authors handle missing values? Was it a complete case analysis? Then potential bias introduced by list wise deletion should be discussed under 'Limitations'.
• Statistical analysis: Were there any criteria that have to be fulfilled for the definition of mediation in your analysis? While the reviewer assume that the authors used the criteria of Baron and Kenny when looking at the results in table 2, the criteria should explicitly defined under 'statistical analysis' giving a reference. Did the authors distinguish between full and partial mediation? The information that WFC were evaluated at baseline (page 9, third paragraph) is not in congruence with the information given on page 6, second paragraph under 'Design': There is described that the WFC-questions were asked only at waves 2-4 and not at wave 1 (=baseline according to line 10).
• Limitations: The authors describe that the follow-up was only one year later. This short follow-up time is also a limitation of this study regarding the predictive value of this study. A further limitations regarding representativeness could be also that all participants with missing covariates were excluded as described under 'Participants' in the methods section. This could have introduced bias. 56.6% of all J-HOPE participants were included (page 6 last paragraph). Is there any information about differences between those included and those not?
• Language and grammar of the manuscript should be checked by a native speaker, e.g. first sentence at the last paragraph on page 5 ' ...we investigated the mediating the effects of WFC... ' • Conclusions: The appropriateness of the conclusions drawn can only be judged if the study design is fully defined (e.g., explorative vs confirmatory study)
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GENERAL COMMENTS
The present study investigates work-to-family conflict as a mediator of the associations between job stressors and employees" psychological distress. To do so, the authors use prospective data from two waves. The authors report that work family conflict was a mediator between most of the examined job stressors and psychological distress.
The study have several strengths such as the prospective design and large sample, there are however some shortcomings that need to be addressed:
ABSTRACT/STRENGHTS AND LIMITATIONS (PAGES 2-3) -Within the objectives in the abstract, the authors should mention how they measure job stressors in the start. A short mentioning in a parentheses would hopefully not take up too many words.
-The strength and limitation section seems more like a summary than a list of strengths/limitations -The section should start of stating the large number of participants, and longitudinal prospective design (including how many waves are measured and the time between) -The first, third and fourth point are findings, and not strengths. If including this, the authors should state why this is a strength together with the finding, by for instance by highlighting the novelty of the design or methodology.
-I have some problems with the focus on findings which are not significance tested, such as gender differences in the effects of the mediation is not warranted. If so, it should be mentioned that these are tendencies and/or what the caveats/limitations with the analyses.
-Other limitations should be added in addition to the maledominated non-population-representative sample. What about the initial response rate at baseline, or the low attrition rate between baseline and follow-up (>20%), or the limitations of not knowing the causality or direction of the associations reported?
INTRODUCTION -The predictions/rationale for the study should be rationalized a more clearly in the introduction, as well as taken up in the discussion. One suggestion is adding more information about the cultural context of work in Japan, in general and considering the topic of interest, such as work-family conflict, job stress and psychological distress. I would presume the context is rather different then the context in former studies. Some thoughts on why findings here would be different/not different from former findings and other countries would thus be informative.
To mention one specific example: Is labour force participation lower for women with families in Japan compared to other countries? If so, can this explain the low number of the women participating in the current study, which is important for discussions on generalizability? I would presume labour force participation in Japan for women is much lower than in Nordic countries, in which it is very high and thus there are more women with sick leave, high work family conflict and other symptoms. With less women participating, the sample might be more prone to healthy worker bias? A discussion in these contextual cross-cultural lines or similar would both lift the rationale and discussion. Adding numbers of the rates of labour force participation for women in Japan would add to the relevance of the paper.
-The sentence on page 4, lines 31-33 (starting "employees often face") lacks a reference.
-Despite generally well written, there are some parts that are unclear. Example are page 4, lines 48-52 which should be rewritten, or page 5, lines 13-25 which should be more clear.
-The introduction should in general be more clear and restructured.
-Job stressors should be better defined in the manuscript. It is unclear for me how the authors defined job resources as stressors. A better rationale for why they state stressors to be resources should be included. Alternatively, a better fitting overarching concept could be used (like job factors?) should be considered.
-On page 5, lines 52 it is mentioned that eight types of job stressors will be examined and compared. This should be mentioned already in the abstract, for instance stating in a parenthesis that the job demand-control model, ERI model and organisational justice are used. The same the first time the aims are mentioned.
-When mentioning gender differences (for instance page 5, lines 35-39) the authors should state the direction of these gender differences. Some studies show that men score higher work-family conflict than women (maybe because men work more full time, while women work more part-time), while other studies show no differences, and others again show higher WFC in women. Crosscultural differences with regards to labour participation and gender egalitarianism could be added here.
METHOD/RESULTS: -The design section should be more clearly written. It should be stated that the current study draws two waves from a four wave study (if that is the case), and how much the time lag is between the two used waves. Do the current study use data from wave 1 and 2, or are different respondents added at different waves? Also, it should be stated that psychological distress was measured at each time point, if this is the case. How many respondents participated at each time point?
-What was the initial response rate? How many were invited to the study, and how many joined? This information should be added. Have former publications using the same data discussed this, and examined if there is any differences between participants versus non-participants? If yes, this should also be added.
-Are there differences between the men and the women participating in terms of age work hours, jobs, etc? Significance tests could be added.
-One major limitation in my opinion is that the attrition rates are very high. The authors should state something about the differences between the sample in the current paper (7971 individuals) and the employed population in Japan using national statistics or findings from other papers. Using basic variables, such as education, work hours, household income, age or others, could be used to see how similar/different the sample is to the general employed population in Japan. That would strengthen the paper.
-The Japanese version of the JCD and some of the other measures was used. The authors should add information about the former use of the other instruments (WFC and psych distress) in Japanese setting as well. Did the authors have to translate-back translate themselves, or did they use former versions already translated?
References on psychometric quality in former studies (in Japan when possible) should be added to the psychometric quality of the instruments.
-Clear/shorten language when possible: For instance: Page 9, lines 4-10 could be shorten to something like: "The median-split method was conducted on the mean scores of each category, classifying each worker as either high or low".
-The descriptions of the computation of instrument scores should be clearer. For instance: It might seem from the description on page 8, that the authors have examined JCD in four ways: 1) job demands and control separately, 2) demands/control ratio; and binary variables either high on 3) low demands, 4) control or 5) strain? .
A clearer focus on what was used in the analyses would be preferred. The authors could for instance write: Three scores were computed for the analyses: 1) Separate scores for job demands and control based on median split of average scores; and 2) A total score consisting of the ratio between job demands and control. If former studies have used the same ways of computing scores, please add references. This will add to the rationale for the choices made here.
-The choice of covariates should shortly be rationalized in the introduction.
-Last sentence in "covariates"-section should be clarified.
-It is great that the authors examine men and women separately, since this topic is of great interest and importance considering how work-family might affect employed men and women differently. As far as I can see, the authors did not significance-test these gender patterns? Caution must thus be made in highlighting these differences too much in the abstract, discussion and conclusion, as they might not be significant. For instance, conducting interaction analyses with gender (moderated-mediation), or compare confidence intervals (but this method is a bit strict) would strengthen the gender differences. The same holds for highlighting the differences between different job stressors when not significance testing the findings. In the current form, gender differences are focused too much upon, considering no significance-testing is conducted and the limitations are not mentioned.
-The key sample features should be commented upon in the result section. Differences between gender or other notions that should be focused upon that could be used in the discussion later to highlight generalizability or similarity to the larger population. Men seem to have higher education then women, while women seem to have more family. They also seem to have different types of job. Significance-testing these differences would be interesting to explain gender differences.
DISCUSSION
-The discussion is interesting with important points. It could however be further improved and connected to a revised introduction. For instance, with adding the Japanese context as mentioned in the comment about the introduction. This could both provide a setting for discussing the findings in general, the gender difference, as well as for generalizing to other countries. In addition, the findings should be discussed in terms of what was expected/unexpected in this setting and sample.
-Also using key sample features of the sample versus national numbers, and key sample features in men versus women could be discussed in terms of gender differences and generalizations of the findings in this sample to the Japanese population.
-Despite discussing several important limitations, I miss a more thorough discussing of the representativeness/generalizability of the findings due to the high attrition that could be problematized a bit more. Moreover, the potential higher selection bias of women participating in the labour force (note Japanese context comment in introduction) should also be noted. Also, problematizing the long time lags (one year between each wave) could be added.
-The authors discuss their lack of examining FWC and the importance of this. Since the authors also have added in the method section that they measure FWC, this is something they should have examined. As it is written now, it seems this is something that will be done in another paper, when it could have been done in the current paper.
-The authors mention that the ideal way of examining mediation is by three time points. The authors should explicitly mention that while this is the ideal way of measuring mediation, there are some who state that measuring mediation cross-sectionally or by two waves is satisfactory if having the theoretical rationale behind the mediation. See for instance, the mediation book by Hayes (2008) . The authors should write this part a bit clear with references to Hayes or other mediation papers/books, for those readers unfamiliar with mediation.
TABLES/FIGURES
-Figures and tables have to be self-explanatory. For instance, time points should be added, like "baseline" and "1-year follow-up", or "time 1" and "time 2" , or the year of the measurement? Table 2 . Do "firms" mean the same as "occupation types"? If not it should be mentioned in covariates.
IN GENERAL/OTHER
-In general, make sure that the use of concepts and words are consistent throughout the article. For instance, in the abstract both "psychological distress" and "mental health" is used. This seems to be inconsistent in other parts of the paper as well. The authors should make sure all concepts are consistently used throughout the paper.
-The former comment also holds for how the aims are presented, or how the study is presented ("Japanese occupational survey" on page 5 versus "occupational cohort study" in the abstract versus the entire name Japanese study of Health, Occupation etc. "JHOPE" in the method section, and "panel data from Japanese occupational survey" in the discussion). The authors should try to use the same words and concepts in the abstract, introduction, and methods etc as much as they can to increase reader friendliness and clarity throughout the paper.
-Although mostly well written, the paper should in general be clearer. Please leave your comments for the authors below Reviewer"s recommendations to the manuscript "Work-to-family conflict as a mediator of the associations between job stressors and employees" psychological distress: a prospective cohort study"
• Information given in the abstract in the methods part is too sparse and should be reconsidered, e.g. nothing is said about statistical methods used in the statistical analysis and the description of the sample should be more informative (who, when, where?) => We revised "Participants" in ABSTRACT as "5,859 men and 1,560 women who were working for eleven firms and participated at three consecutive waves of J-HOPE, at one-year intervals, from 2010 to 2013," and started "Results" with "Mediation analysis using data on job stressors at baseline, WFC at 1-year follow-up, and psychological distress at 2-year follow-up showed that…" [Please note that we did a three-wave cohort analysis based on the reconstructed dataset in the revised manuscript.]
• The authors should reconsider their definition of "health outcome". While the reviewer agree that psychological distress can be associated with mental health disorders like depression or anxiety as the authors mention under "Measures" it seems not to be a mental health outcome itself according to ICD10 criteria. Therefore, "mental health" should not be used as a synonym for psychological distress. The same is not the case for burn out as the authors state in the introduction on page 4: Burn out is not a mental disorder according to ICD10 criteria (coded by Z73 in ICD10). => We received the similar comments from the other reviewer. We acknowledged that we used "psychological distress" and "mental health" interchangeably. In the revised manuscript, we made it clearer to show that in this study we addressed psychological distress, rather than mental health generally, by replacing the latter by the former wherever appropriate. In addition, we revised the first sentence of 4/2 to "…work-family conflict has been shown to have an adverse association with employee mental health, specifically in terms of psychological distress, mental disorders, and depression" (4/2) to avoid confusion.
• The prospective design of the study is mentioned in the title but no primary study hypothesis is formulated at the end of the introduction. Is this a confirmatory or an explorative data analysis? I cannot find any information in the methods section ("Design") about this. As this has consequences for the necessary adjustment of multiple testing when a confirmatory analysis was conducted and also for the conclusions drawn the study design should be clearly defined. => This is a confirmatory study. To make it clearer, we thoroughly reconstructed INTRODUCTION. In particular, we stated at the end of INTRODUCTION: "Therefore, in the present study, we examined the hypothesis that WFC would mediate the associations between job stressors and psychological distress, focusing on eight types of job stressors and gender differences" (6/3). In addition, we made it clearer in INTRODUCTION that comparing results across job stressors and between men and women were subthemes. Please see 5/2 and subsequent two paragraphs.
vUnder "Design" in the methods section is described that mainly industrial employees were included. From which industries? What were the selection criteria for the firms and for the employees of these firms? This is a necessary information which should be given to judge external representativeness of the sample. => We thoroughly revised the study design. In the revised manuscript, we replaced the original twowave cohort analysis by a three-wave cohort one (please see revised Figure 1 to understand it quickly), which seems more appropriate for a mediation analysis. We made substantial revisions to "Design" with new Table 1 , which summarizes the data structure (including information about industry). We also rewrote "Participants" (8/bottom-9/1), in which we explained that all employees in surveyed firms were invited to the survey through their firms" personnel sections. We collected the data from a wide variety of firms, but we acknowledge that their selection was arbitrary. Hence, we mentioned it as a limitation in DISCUSSION (16/1).
• Under "Measures" in the methods section "Effort and reward" (page 8): How did the authors handle the answer "not applicable" to certain questions of the ERI instrument? => Not only for effort/reward but also for all other job-stressors, the questionnaires did not include the answer "not applicable". However, the respondents could choose to give no answer, and if that is the case, we removed them from the analysis due to missing variables. We added information about item response rates (see below).
• No information about power calculation in given in the methods section. => First, we added to the end of "Statistical analysis": "We calculated the achieved power (with α = 0.05, two-tailed) for each job stressor and WFC in each model, using the actual sample sizes" (10/2). Second, we added to the end of RESULTS: "We also found that the value of the achieved power was very close to one in most model specifications for both men and women; however, it was low in three cases for women ( , all of which corresponded to a non-significant or limited association with psychological distress" (14/2). This raises concerns about reliability of results for women, so we added "the limited number of female participants" to limitations (16/1).
• How high was the item response? Especially for scores measuring work-related stress like in ERI item non-response normally is not negligible. How did the authors handle missing values? Was it a complete case analysis? Then potential bias introduced by list wise deletion should be discussed under "Limitations". => In the revised Participants section, we explained: "The response rates to the questions on WFC, job stressors, and psychological distress were relatively high ranging between 94.8% (for ERI) and 96.9% (for WFC). After excluding participants with missing key covariates (such as household income), we eventually used the data on 7,419 individuals (5,859 men and 1,560 women), representing of 85.4% of the entire 8,684 participants (6,105 men and 2,589 women) who were working at baseline in the eleven firms targeted in the presented study" (8/bottom-9/1) [Please note that we now did a three-wave cohort analysis based on the reconstructed dataset]. Hence, potential bias introduced by list wise deletion does not seem to be much serious. A more serious issue was high attrition rates so we mentioned them as a key limitation in DISCUSSION (16/1).
• Statistical analysis: Were there any criteria that have to be fulfilled for the definition of mediation in your analysis? While the reviewer assume that the authors used the criteria of Baron and Kenny when looking at the results in table 2, the criteria should explicitly defined under "statistical analysis" giving a reference. Did the authors distinguish between full and partial mediation? The information that WFC were evaluated at baseline (page 9, third paragraph) is not in congruence with the information given on page 6, second paragraph under "Design": There is described that the WFC-questions were asked only at waves 2-4 and not at wave 1 (=baseline according to line 10). => We responded to your comments as follows:
 Regarding the definition/criterion of the mediation analysis, we made it clearer that our analytic strategy followed baron and Kenney and explained the procedure in more detail in "Statistical analysis" (12/2).  Regarding the distinction between full and partial mediation, we discussed "partial" mediation. To remind readers of it, we mentioned the "partial" mediating effect by referring to a significant association between each job stressor and psychological distress even after controlling for WFC in Model 3 in RESULTS (13/2).  Regarding the inconsistency about the timing of WFC-questions, we agreed that our original explanation was confusing. In the revised manuscript, we made it clearer that WFC-questions were asked at 1-year follow-up (see 7/2); we believe that new Table 1 is helpful.
• Limitations: The authors describe that the follow-up was only one year later. This short follow-up time is also a limitation of this study regarding the predictive value of this study. A further limitations regarding representativeness could be also that all participants with missing covariates were excluded as described under "Participants" in the methods section. This could have introduced bias. 56.6% of all J-HOPE participants were included (page 6 last paragraph). Is there any information about differences between those included and those not? => Regarding the potential biases due to missing variables, we explained in more detail in "Study sample" and "Participants". The point is that we removed a substantial portion of the J-HOPE participants, because three surveyed firms did not provide WFC questions, making it impossible to construct a three-wave cohort dataset. Considering this, the proportion of respondents remained in the analysis was 85.4%, which was not much serious. More serious was high attrition rates. Hence, we mentioned in DISCUSSION: "We recognize several limitations…. First, we did not control for the potential biases that may arise due to the high attrition rates as well as exclusion of participants with missing data. In particular, results from auxiliary regressions (not reported) showed that participants who had reported higher levels of job stressors tended to drop out at the following wave, which points to the risk of underestimating the adverse impact of job stressors on psychological distress" (16/1). Regarding the follow-up time, the other reviewer commented: "problematizing the long time lags (one year between each wave) could be added [to limitations]." Please allow us to make no response to these completely opposing comments.
• Language and grammar of the manuscript should be checked by a native speaker, e.g. first sentence at the last paragraph on page 5 " ...we investigated the mediating the effects of WFC..." => We corrected the typo. We also made the revised manuscript proofread by a professional editor.
• Conclusions: The appropriateness of the conclusions drawn can only be judged if the study design is fully defined (e.g., explorative vs confirmatory study) => We believe that the conclusions make sense in the revised manuscript, now that (1) we made it clear that this is a confirmatory study by revising INTRODUCTION as explained above, and (2) we started CONCLUSION with stating: "We have examined the mediating effect of WFC on the association between job stressors and employee psychological distress using the panel data obtained from J-HOPE. As expected and in line with what has been suggested by preceding studies,(10, 14, 21) the present results confirmed that WFC mediated the associations between job stressors and employee psychological distress" (13/3). Please leave your comments for the authors below The present study investigates work-to-family conflict as a mediator of the associations between job stressors and employees" psychological distress. To do so, the authors use prospective data from two waves. The authors report that work family conflict was a mediator between most of the examined job stressors and psychological distress.
ABSTRACT/STRENGHTS AND LIMITATIONS (PAGES 2-3) -Within the objectives in the abstract, the authors should mention how they measure job stressors in the start. A short mentioning in a parentheses would hopefully not take up too many words. => We mentioned job stressors in the parenthesis: "…eight types of job stressors (measured based on the job demands-control, effort-reward-imbalance, and organizational justice models) …"
-The strength and limitation section seems more like a summary than a list of strengths/limitations => We revised the strength and limitation section as you suggested (see below).
-The section should start of stating the large number of participants, and longitudinal prospective design (including how many waves are measured and the time between) => We started this section with "A large-scale dataset (consisting of 5,859 men and 1,560 women) from a three-wave cohort study was used."
-The first, third and fourth point are findings, and not strengths. If including this, the authors should state why this is a strength together with the finding, by for instance by highlighting the novelty of the design or methodology. => Following the above mentioned first point, we added the following two points to stress the strength of the methodology:  Job stressors, work-to-family conflict (WFC), and psychological distress were observed, in this order, in the three waves, allowing us to examine how WFC mediated the associations between job stressors and psychological distress.  The proportions of the association with psychological distress mediated by WFC were compared across eight types of job stressors.
-I have some problems with the focus on findings which are not significance tested, such as gender differences in the effects of the mediation is not warranted. If so, it should be mentioned that these are tendencies and/or what the caveats/limitations with the analyses. => We agree with your view that gender differences are not fully warranted in thus study (as discussed later), so we removed the statement about gender differences from this section.
-Other limitations should be added in addition to the male-dominated non-population-representative sample. What about the initial response rate at baseline, or the low attrition rate between baseline and follow-up (>20%), or the limitations of not knowing the causality or direction of the associations reported? => We added: "High attrition rates, missing variables, and no precise identification of the causality also limited the reliability of results".
-The end of the first sentence says: "an issue largely addressed in preceding studies" seems to be wrong? Do the authors mean that this issue has largely been ignored/understudied/few have examined? => This was a typo. We entirely removed this sentence and replaced it by what you suggested.
INTRODUCTION
-The predictions/rationale for the study should be rationalized a more clearly in the introduction, as well as taken up in the discussion. One suggestion is adding more information about the cultural context of work in Japan, in general and considering the topic of interest, such as work-family conflict, job stress and psychological distress. I would presume the context is rather different then the context in former studies. Some thoughts on why findings here would be different/not different from former findings and other countries would thus be informative. => In response to your constructive suggestion, we added: "Work-family conflict has attracted more attention in Japan as well as in other advanced countries. The official labor statistics (24) show that the employment/population ratio among women aged 15-64 years old has been increasing substantially in recent years (from 51.5% in 1980 to 66.1% in 2016), though the ratio is somewhat lower than that in many European counties is. The ratio of full time employees is much lower among women than among men (women: 56.1% vs. men: 88.9% in 2016) and managerial positions are still dominated by men (87.1% in 2016). However, delayed adjustment of social policy and corporate management to an increase in women"s labor force participation, along with traditional gender norms, has made it more difficult to balance work and family life. (25)" (4/3-5/1).
To mention one specific example: Is labour force participation lower for women with families in Japan compared to other countries? If so, can this explain the low number of the women participating in the current study, which is important for discussions on generalizability? I would presume labour force participation in Japan for women is much lower than in Nordic countries, in which it is very high and thus there are more women with sick leave, high work family conflict and other symptoms. With less women participating, the sample might be more prone to healthy worker bias? A discussion in these contextual cross-cultural lines or similar would both lift the rationale and discussion. Adding numbers of the rates of labour force participation for women in Japan would add to the relevance of the paper. => As explained above, we added some figures indicating female labor force participation in Japan.
(FYI: the female employment/pop rate for women aged 15-64 was 76.6% in Norway in 2015 [OECD.Stat]). We would like to refrain from saying something in general about the direction of potential bias due to lower labor force participation given lack of information, but we added to DISCUSSION": The study sample was highly male-dominated, even more than that suggested by the nationwide difference in the employment/population rates between men and women. This indicates the study sample"s limited representativeness of all Japanese workers, requiring us to be cautious while making any generalizations." (15/2).
-The sentence on page 4, lines 31-33 (starting "employees often face") lacks a reference. => We added (12, 22) (Hammer et al., 2005; Shimazu et al., 2013 ) (4/2).
-Despite generally well written, there are some parts that are unclear. Example are page 4, lines 48-52 which should be rewritten, or page 5, lines 13-25 which should be more clear. => We rewrote your suggested parts (please see 5/2 and 5/3, respectively). We also made the discussions clearer throughout the manuscript.
-The introduction should in general be more clear and restructured. => We substantially reconstructed INTRODUCTION, especially to make the key research purpose (to examine the hypothesis of mediating effects of WFC on the associations between job stressors and psychological distress) clearer. In addition, we characterized the comparisons across job stressors and between sexes as subtheme (see 5/2 and subsequent two paragraphs). At the end of INTRODUCTION, we summarized the research purpose (6/3).
=> In response to your comments, we rewrote the first paragraph to provide better definitions of job stressors, by e.g. putting "low" before job control and reward. Please see the first paragraph in INTRODUCTION (4/1).
-On page 5, lines 52 it is mentioned that eight types of job stressor will be examined and compared. This should be mentioned already in the abstract, for instance stating in a parenthesis that the job demands-control model, ERI model and organisational justice are used. The same the first time the aims are mentioned. => Following your suggestions, we revised the Objectives in Abstract and the sentence stating the aims in INTRODUCTION (5/2), as noted above.
-When mentioning gender differences (for instance page 5, lines 35-39) the authors should state the direction of these gender differences. Some studies show that men score higher work-family conflict than women (maybe because men work more full time, while women work more part-time), while other studies show no differences, and others again show higher WFC in women. Cross-cultural differences with regards to labour participation and gender egalitarianism could be added here. => We added information about results on gender differences obtained from preceding studies in line with your suggestion (6/2). The results in preceding studies seem generally mixed and probably dependent on sociocultural backgrounds.
METHOD/RESULTS:
--The design section should be more clearly written. It should be stated that the current study draws two waves from a four wave study (if that is the case), and how much the time lag is between the two used waves. Do the current study use data from wave 1 and 2, or are different respondents added at different waves? Also, it should be stated that psychological distress was measured at each time point, if this is the case. How many respondents participated at each time point? => We thoroughly revised our methodology in response to your comments. In the revised manuscript, we replaced the original two-wave analysis by a three-wave one, by dropping data collected from one firm (whose employees joined Waves 1-3 but answered to WFC questions at Wave 3 only, making it impossible to do a three-wave analysis). Correspondingly, we explained in revised INTRODUCTION: "Job stressors, WFC, and psychological distress were observed at baseline, 1-year follow-up, and 2-year follow-up, respectively, allowing us to alleviate simultaneity biases" (6/3). We also revised Figure 1 , and redid all regression analyses using the new three-wave dataset and found that the results remained largely intact. To provide information you requested, we thoroughly revised Design section (6/3-7/1) with a new Table 1 that summarizes the data structure: "We used panel data from four waves (Waves 1-4) of J-HOPE, which collected data of employees working in thirteen surveyed firms, three of which participated only in the first three waves. The surveyed firms covered twelve types of industries, including manufacturing, transportation, and information technology. Wave 1 was conducted between October 2010 and December 2011 (depending on the availability of firms), and the following waves (Waves 2-4) were conducted approximately one year following the first, in each firm. The questions about job stressors and psychological distress were asked at all waves, while those about WFC were asked only in Wave 1 and 2. We used the data of participants from eleven firms, who provided a full set of responses to the questions about job stressors at baseline, WFC at the 1-year follow up, and psychological distress at the 2-year follow-up. The baseline corresponded to Wave 1 for two firms and to Wave 2 for nine firms. The participants in the remaining two firms were excluded because a full set of three-wave data was not available. The data structure is summarized in Table 1 " (8/2-9/1).
=> In the revised manuscript, we added the explanation: "In Wave 1, all employees (13,965 individuals in total) who were working in each of thirteen surveyed firms were invited to participate in the study through their firms" personnel sections, and 10,773 individuals responded (response rare: 77.0%)" (8/bottom). We also mentioned no control for high attrition rates as a key limitation in DISCUSSION: "we did not control for the potential biases that may arise due to the high attrition rates as well as exclusion of participants with missing data. In particular, results from auxiliary regressions (not reported) showed that participants who had reported higher levels of job stressors tended to drop out at the following wave, which points to the risk of underestimating the adverse impact of job stressors on psychological distress" (16/1).
-Are there differences between the men and the women participating in terms of age work hours, jobs, etc? Significance tests could be added. => We revised Table 1 to include the significance tests about gender differences and added a brief explanation about them in RESULTS (12/3).
-One major limitation in my opinion is that the attrition rates are very high. The authors should state something about the differences between the sample in the current paper (7971 individuals) and the employed population in Japan using national statistics or findings from other papers. Using basic variables, such as education, work hours, household income, age or others, could be used to see how similar/different the sample is to the general employed population in Japan. That would strengthen the paper. => We mentioned your points as key limitations in the revised DISCUSSION: "we did not control for potential biases due to high attrition rates as well as removed participants with missing variables. In particular, results from auxiliary regressions (not reported) showed that participants who had reported higher levels of job stressors tended to drop out at the following wave, pointing to the risk of underestimating the adverse impact of job stressors on psychological distress" (16/1).
-The Japanese version of the JCD and some of the other measures was used. The authors should add information about the former use of the other instruments (WFC and psych distress) in Japanese setting as well. Did the authors have to translate-back translate themselves, or did they use former versions already translated? References on psychometric quality in former studies (in Japan when possible) should be added to the psychometric quality of the instruments. => Regarding questionnaires of K6 scores job stressors and, the original manuscript had included preceding studies which confirmed their Japanese versions ( (31), (33), (35), (38)). In response to your inquiry, we explicitly referred to them in the revised manuscript. Regarding WFC, we added: "We used the Japanese version of the WFC questionnaire that has been used in preceding studies.(8, 20)" (9/2). We confirmed from ref. (20)] that "the English questionnaire was translated into Japanese and then translated back into English by a person who had no knowledge of the original one. The back-translated questionnaire was compared to the original version by researchers in the Whitehall II study" (p.432).
-Clear/shorten language when possible: For instance: Page 9, lines 4-10 could be shorten to something like: "The median-split method was conducted on the mean scores of each category, classifying each worker as either high or low". => We revised the sentence as you suggested. We also cleared/shortened wherever possible when revising the manuscript.
-The descriptions of the computation of instrument scores should be clearer. For instance: It might seem from the description on page 8, that the authors have examined JCD in four ways: 1) job demands and control separately, 2) demands/control ratio; and binary variables either high on 3) low demands, 4) control or 5) strain? . => In the revised manuscript, we started this paragraph by stating "We constructed three binary variables indicating high job demands, low job control, and high job strain, based on the JD-C model" (10/2) to avoid any confusion. We made the similar revision to the subsequent paragraph for effort and reward.
A clearer focus on what was used in the analyses would be preferred. The authors could for instance write: Three scores were computed for the analyses: 1) Separate scores for job demands and control based on median split of average scores; and 2) A total score consisting of the ratio between job demands and control. If former studies have used the same ways of computing scores, please add references. This will add to the rationale for the choices made here. => Please see above. We made it clearer that we used binary variables (only) in the analyses.
-The choice of covariates should shortly be rationalized in the introduction. => We added "In these statistical analyses, we controlled for key covariates, including job types and hours worked, which were expected to confound the associations examined" (7/1) to INTRODUCTION.
-Last sentence in "covariates"-section should be clarified. => We removed this sentence, which was not relevant in the revised manuscript.
-It is great that the authors examine men and women separately, since this topic is of great interest and importance considering how work-family might affect employed men and women differently. As far as I can see, the authors did not significance-test these gender patterns? Caution must thus be made in highlighting these differences too much in the abstract, discussion and conclusion, as they might not be significant. For instance, conducting interaction analyses with gender (moderatedmediation), or compare confidence intervals (but this method is a bit strict) would strengthen the gender differences. The same holds for highlighting the differences between different job stressors when not significance testing the findings. In the current form, gender differences are focused too much upon, considering no significance-testing is conducted and the limitations are not mentioned. => In response to your reasonable comments, we conducted two things: 1) examining the significance of the interaction term (WFC * female) in regression models to explain psychological distress in modmed models, and 2) doing t-test of the difference in the estimated proportions of the effect mediated by WFC between men and women (assuming their normal distributions). We observed only partial evidence of significant gender differences. More than that, our dataset was disproportionately denominated by men, making it difficult to properly capture gender differences. Hence, as you suggested, we downplayed gender differences in the revised manuscript. In particular: 1) Strengths and limitations: we removed the gender differences, as noted above; 2) ABSTRACT: We moderated the expression to :"The mediating effect of WFC was somewhat larger for women than for men…" 3) RESULTS. We replaced "Finally, and most noticeably, the mediating effect of WFC was larger for women than for men for all job stressors (except for job control)" by "Finally, the mediating effect of WFC was somewhat larger for women than it was for men for all job stressors (except for job control)" (14/1). We also removed Figure 2 , which graphically showed gender differences. 4) DISCUSSION. We made the discussion about gender difference more conservative: "… the findings were generally supportive of the view that WFC is more relevant to the psychological distress of female employees in Japan" (13/2).
-The key sample features should be commented upon in the result section. Differences between gender or other notions that should be focused upon that could be used in the discussion later to highlight generalizability or similarity to the larger population. Men seem to have higher education then women, while women seem to have more family. They also seem to have different types of job. Significance-testing these differences would be interesting to explain gender differences. => We reconstructed Table 2 (previous Table 1 ) to include gender differences and their significance, and added brief explanations in RESULTS: "Key sample features at baseline are presented in Table  2 . Men had a higher educational attainment, worked longer, and earned higher income. There were gender differences in types of job as well; notably, the proportions of managerial workers, engineers and technicians were higher among men, whereas those of clerical workers and manual manufacturing workers were higher among women. The proportions of educational attainment of college or graduate school (men; 45.7%, women: 24.2%) were somewhat above the nationwide averages (men: 35.9%, women: 22.7% in 2012),(41) while the distribution based on job classification was largely similar to the nationwide distribution observed in the government statistics. (25)" (12/3-13/1).
DISCUSSION
-The discussion is interesting with important points. It could however be further improved and connected to a revised introduction. For instance, with adding the Japanese context as mentioned in the comment about the introduction. This could both provide a setting for discussing the findings in general, the gender difference, as well as for generalizing to other countries. In addition, the findings should be discussed in terms of what was expected/unexpected in this setting and sample. => Following the gender discussions, we added: "It should be noted, however, that the study sample was highly male-dominated, even more than that suggested by the nationwide difference in the employment/population rates between men and women. This indicates the study sample"s limited representativeness of all Japanese workers, requiring us to be cautious when making any generalizations. The results were also somewhat surprising given the shorter hours worked and lower proportions of jobs with high responsibility among women than among men in the present sample. However, the findings were generally supportive of the view that WFC is more relevant to the psychological distress of female employees in Japan. In recent decades, female labor force participation has been rising at such a fast pace in Japan that socio-institutional settings do not seem to have been sufficiently adjusted to it. Put differently, we cannot rule out the possibility of obtaining different results about the gender differences in countries with already high levels of female labor force participation and family-friendly socio-institutional settings" (15/2).
-Also using key sample features of the sample versus national numbers, and key sample features in men versus women could be discussed in terms of gender differences and generalizations of the findings in this sample to the Japanese population. => We reconstructed Table 2 (previous Table 1 ) to include gender differences and their significance, and added brief explanations in RESULTS: "Key sample features at baseline are presented in Table  2 . Men had a higher educational attainment, worked longer, and earned higher income. There were gender differences in types of job as well; notably, the proportions of managerial workers, engineers and technicians were higher among men, whereas those of clerical workers and manual manufacturing workers were higher among women. The proportions of educational attainment of college or graduate school (men; 45.7%, women: 24.2%) were somewhat above the nationwide averages (men: 35.9%, women: 22.7% in 2012),(41) while the distribution based on job classification was largely similar to the nationwide distribution observed in the government statistics. (25)" (12/3-13/1). Also, please see the added explanation about gender differences in 15/2.
-Despite discussing several important limitations, I miss a more thorough discussing of the representativeness/generalizability of the findings due to the high attrition that could be problematized a bit more. Moreover, the potential higher selection bias of women participating in the labour force (note Japanese context comment in introduction) should also be noted. Also, problematizing the long time lags (one year between each wave) could be added. => We responded to your comments as follows:  Regarding the high attrition issue, we added it to a limitation: "…we did not control for the potential biases that may arise due to the high attrition rates as well as exclusion of participants with missing data. In particular, results from auxiliary regressions (not reported) showed that participants who had reported higher levels of job stressors tended to drop out at the following wave, which points to the risk of underestimating the adverse impact of job stressors on psychological distress" (16/1).  Regarding the selection bias, we refrained from mentioning it due to limited information, as explained above. However, we did mention "limited representativeness of the present male-dominant sample, the limited number of female participants, and the arbitrary selection of types of firms and industries" as a limitation (16/1).  Regarding the interval, the other reviewer commented "The authors describe that the follow-up was only one year later. This short follow-up time is also a limitation of this study regarding the predictive value of this study". Please allow us to make no response to these completely opposing comments.
-The authors discuss their lack of examining FWC and the importance of this. Since the authors also have added in the method section that they measure FWC, this is something they should have examined. As it is written now, it seems this is something that will be done in another paper, when it could have been done in the current paper. => We fully acknowledge that lack of analysis of FWC is a key limitation to this study. The reason why we focused on WFC was explained in INTRODUCTION: "We focused on WFC, rather than on FWC, because the former seems to have implications that are more practical for health promotion in the workplace than the latter does. FWC is assumed to depend substantially on adverse conditions in family life, which are usually beyond the control of supervisors" (5/2). We also explained in limitations in DISCUSSION: "…we disregarded FWC and stressors in family life. For a holistic understanding of the relevance of work-family conflict for employee health, we must expand the present analysis to cover FWC and stressors in family life as well.(20-22)" (16/1).
-The authors mention that the ideal way of examining mediation is by three time points. The authors should explicitly mention that while this is the ideal way of measuring mediation, there are some who state that measuring mediation cross-sectionally or by two waves is satisfactory if having the theoretical rationale behind the mediation. See for instance, the mediation book by Hayes (2008) . The authors should write this part a bit clear with references to Hayes or other mediation papers/books, for those readers unfamiliar with mediation. => Your comments prompted us to replace the original two-wave cohort analysis by a three-wave one, by dropping data of participants in one firm (who joined waves 1-3 and answered to WFC questions at wave 3 only). In the revised manuscript, we explained it in INTRODUCTION: "Job stressors, WFC, and psychological distress were observed at baseline, 1-year follow-up, and 2-year follow-up, respectively, allowing us to alleviate simultaneity biases" (6/3). In the same vein, we added this explanation with the revised Figure 1 . We entirely revised the figures in all Tables, but found the general results largely intact. Thus, we conducted the mediation analysis under a largely ideal data setting in the revised manuscript. Despite the reduced sample size, we believe that this change increase the strength of this study so we mentioned it in Strengths and Limitations, ABSTRACT, and INTRODUCTION as explained above.
TABLES/FIGURES
-Figures and tables have to be self-explanatory. For instance, time points should be added, like "baseline" and "1-year follow-up", or "time 1" and "time 2" , or the year of the measurement? => We appreciate your helpful suggestion. We added "at baseline," "at 1-year follow-up," and "at 2-year follow-up" to the Figure 1 and Tables 3 and 4 . Please note, as explained above, we shifted from tow-wave prospective cohort analysis to a three-wave one. Table 2 . Do "firms" mean the same as "occupation types"? If not it should be mentioned in covariates. => We had added firm codes in addition to occupation types as covariates. In the revised manuscript, we made it clearer (11/3). Added Table 1 provides information about industry types of firms.
IN GENERAL/OTHER
-In general, make sure that the use of concepts and words are consistent throughout the article. For instance, in the abstract both "psychological distress" and "mental health" is used. This seems to be inconsistent in other parts of the paper as well. The authors should make sure all concepts are consistently used throughout the paper. => We received the similar comments from the other reviewer. We recognized that we used "psychological distress" and "mental health" interchangeably. In the revised manuscript, we made it clearer to show that in this study we addressed psychological distress, rather than mental health, by replacing the latter by the former wherever appropriate.
-The former comment also holds for how the aims are presented, or how the study is presented ("Japanese occupational survey" on page 5 versus "occupational cohort study" in the abstract versus the entire name Japanese study of Health, Occupation etc. "JHOPE" in the method section, and "panel data from Japanese occupational survey" in the discussion). The authors should try to use the same words and concepts in the abstract, introduction, and methods etc as much as they can to increase reader friendliness and clarity throughout the paper. => In response to your helpful suggestion, we made the usage of J-HOPE-related words consistent throughout the revised manuscript.
-Although mostly well written, the paper should in general be clearer. The last sentence in the introduction, page 6, line 13 should include for what WFC is mediating. And there are some grammar and spelling mistakes that warrant a read through and spell check. For instance, there is lacking something in the end of line 27, page 7. => We added "on the associations between job stressors and employee psychological distress" and "." to your mentioned sentences, respectively. We also made the revised manuscript proofread by a professional editor before resubmitting it.
-One reference is mentioned twice: 25 and 7 => We corrected it. 
GENERAL COMMENTS
I see considerable improvements of the manuscript in several points after the first review. Yet, I suggest that the following points should be reconsidered before I can recommend it for publication.
In the abstract the confidence limits of the percentage mediated by WFC in the association between efforts and psychological distress are "95%-CI: 24.3-103.7%". Regarding the upper confidence limit: how can it be from a logical point of view that the percentage mediated by WFC is more than 100%?
I do not fully agree with the last sentence of the conclusion in the abstract: "Results suggest that policy measures and support from supervisors, to prevent job stressors from adding to WFC, are needed to enhance the mental health of employees" Can this conclusion be drawn from the results of this study? The outcome here was psychological distress and not mental health. I suggest to use the conclusion drawn at the end of the discussion in the main article also in the abstract, which seems to be more appropriate regarding the content of the investigation: "Results suggest that policy measures and the support of supervisors to prevent job stressors from adding to WFC are needed to reduce employee psychological distress."
As I mentioned in my first review psychological distress is not a health outcome according to ICD-10 criteria. I saw the manuscript to be improved regarding to this comment to some degree. Yet, when reading the first lines of the introduction of this manuscript'The association between adverse work characteristics and the health outcomes of employees has been a key issue in occupational health research. Some well-established models provide theoretical grounding for this association, focusing on specific job characteristics. For instance, the job demands-control (JD-C) model claims that workers with high job demands, low job control, and/or their combination (high job strain) have a higher risk of psychological distress.
(1, 2)' the reader might still get the impression that the authors use psychological distress as an example for a health outcome. To prevent readers from this misleading association I suggest to change the sentence in the following way: 'For instance, the job demands-control (JD-C) model claims that workers with high job demands, low job control, and/or their combination (high job strain) have a higher risk of psychological distress.
(1, 2) Psychological distress itself was a risk factor for the following health outcomes...in other studies (references)'
The authors stated in their response that their study is a confirmatory data analysis. Then they should state it also clearly in the methods section of their manuscript and not only in the response to the reviewer. Apparently the authors did not only test one study hypothesis and make one confirmatory analysis when testing for mediation of WFC in the associations between several stress models and psychological distress. How did the authors handle multiple testing then? Did they adjust the global alpha level (e.g., adjustment by Bonferoni)? If the authors are not familiar with the problem of multiple testing and statistical methods for adjustment, I recommend to consult a statistician. Another point to consider is whether these results can be confirmatory under methodological considerations: In the analysis, three different variables at three different waves were used for the mediation analysis. So this is not an analysis of a change of the three variables (independent, dependent and mediator variable) but a single point measure of each of them at separated points of time.
Based on this analysis it is not possible to say whether a change of the independent variable was associated with a change of the mediator or outcome variable over time.
Some minor changes:
What does the authors mean with 'missing variables'? They used the term at the end of the abstract as well as in the response to the reviewer. Do they mean missing values in certain variables or 'item non-response'? The same question for the term 'missing key covarites' used in the methods section: Do they mean missing values in key covariates or item non-response?
